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REMARKS 

Entry of this amendment, reconsideration of all grounds of rejection and 
allowance of the claims are respectfully requested in view of the above amendments and 
the following remarks. Claims 1-5 remain pending herein, wherein claim 1 is an 
independent claim. Claim 1 has been amended to recite in part that the predefined spin 
function includes rotating the second wheel while it is swinging between vertical 
inclination angles to provide a spin-minimizing polarization mode dispersion to the 
optical fiber , wherein the second predefined spin is applied at a changing rate as said 
second wheel swings between the vertical inclination angles ; support for this amendment 
is clearly supported at page 8, lines 5-12, and page 7, lines 17-19 of the specification. 

Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S. C. §112, first paragraph, as allegedly being 
unsupported by the specification. Claims 1- 5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Evans et al (US 5,822,487) ("Evans") in view of Orita 
(US Pat Appl Pub. No. 2002/0134114) and Hart Jr. et al (US 5,418,881) ("Hart"). 
Applicant respectfully traverses these ground of rejections for the reasons indicated 
herein below. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the amendment to claim 1 renders the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, moot. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites a method for drawing an optical fiber from an 
optical-fiber preform, the method comprising, inter alia, a first spin-forming step, for 
applying a first predetermined spin at a constant rate to the optical-fiber, and a second 
spin-forming step that applies a second predetermined spin, the second spin-forming step 
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includes rotating the second wheel from a first vertical inclination angle to a second 
vertical inclination angle while the second wheel is being rotated (to draw the fiber) thus 
providing a second predetermined spin at a changing rate as the second wheel is swinging 
between positions. 

It is respectfully submitted that combination of applied references fails to disclose 
or suggest, nor would a person of ordinary skill in the art have found it obvious within the 
ordinary level of skill to swing the second wheel while rotating the second wheel, as 
recited in claim 1. Thus, whereas the first spin-forming step is performed at a constant 
rate, the second spin-forming step is asymmetrical. 

One of the advantages of the method as recited in present claim 1 (which is 
disclosed in the specification at page 8, lines 13-15) is that rotating the second wheel 
while changing vertical inclination angles provides an asymmetric control of the spin 
amplitude (specification at page 8, lines 13-15). The rotating of the second wheel while 
moving the vertical inclination angle in the second spin-forming step provides 
asymmetric double spins having different spin numbers and different turn-numbers to the 
optical fiber preform, providing benefits of reduced first mode polarization dispersion 
and improved second polarization mode dispersion characteristics to the optical fiber 
(specification at page 9, lines 1-5). 

Applicants respectfully submit that Evans, Orita, and Hart, Jr. do not, either 
alone or in combination, show or teach the present invention as set forth in the above 
claim. 

Accordingly, all three references, Evans, Orita and Hart, alone or in combination 
fail to teach or suggest a method as recited in claim 1 as recited above. 
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In order for a claim to be rejected as obvious under 35 U.S.C.§103 (a), there is 
required to be a showing that the prior art references, alone or in combination, teach all 
the features in the claims (In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991)), 
including those in functional language (In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d at 1478), and/or those 
features as combined in the claims would have been within the ordinary skill in the art 
(KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc. et aL, No. 04-1350, U.S. Supreme Court, decided 
April 30, 2007). 

With regard to the above paragraph, regarding 35 U.S.C.§ 103(a) Applicant 
respectfully submits that the combination of references fails to teach, suggest or provide 
motivation such that the claims would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art, nor is the claimed invention reciting features as combined in the claims that 
would have been within the level of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of this ground of rejection. 

The other claims in this application are each dependent from the independent 
claim 1 discussed above and are therefore believed patentable at least for the same 
reasons. Since each dependent claim is also deemed to define an additional aspect of the 
invention, however, the individual consideration of the patentability of each on its own 
merits is respectfully requested. 

For all the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that all the present 
claims are patentable in view of the cited references. A Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully requested. 
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Should the Examiner deem that there are any issues which may be best resolved 
by telephone, please contact Applicant's undersigned representative at the number listed 
below. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Date: J^/^^ By: Steve S.^Cha 

Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 44,069 

Steve S. Cha, Reg. No. 44,069 
Cha & Reiter 
210 Route 4 East, #103 
Paramus, NJ 07652 
Telephone: (201)226-9245 
Facsimile: (201) 226-6246 



Certificate of Mailing Under 37 CFR 1.8 

! hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States 
Postal Service as first class mail in an envelope addressed to Mail Stop AF, 
Commissioner For Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450 on 



Steve Cha. Reg. No. 44.069 
(Name of Registered Rep.) 
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